Teaching funding method review: frequently asked questions: hypothetical modelling: explanatory notes to the modelling by unknown
Review of the teaching funding method
Consultation event report
This document reports on views expressed by delegates attending one of four events held in 2007 as part of our second consultation on the proposed new teaching funding method.
1.	Between 7 March and 15 March 2007 we held four consultation events, two in London and two in Leeds, relating to our consultation HEFCE 2007/02. These events were attended by 129 HEIs, 64 FECs and stakeholder and partner organisations. 
2.	Liz Beaty, Director of Learning and Teaching, described the wider policy context and the background to the proposals. Sean Mackney, Head of Learning and Teaching, outlined the key proposals set out in the consultation. The slides from these presentations and the agenda, are available at www.hefce.ac.uk (​http:​/​​/​www.hefce.ac.uk​) under Learning & teaching/Funding/Teaching funding method review. Delegates then discussed issues arising from the presentations in workshops facilitated by HEFCE officers. 
3.	Some of the outcomes of these workshops are reported below. Here we consider comments made across more than one workshop. However, all discussions and comments will be taken into account and fed into the consultation process. We have updated our FAQs (available at http://www.hefce.ac.uk/faq/tfm.htm (​http:​/​​/​www.hefce.ac.uk​/​faq​/​tfm.htm​)) to respond to some of the queries raised in the workshops. 
4.	The points raised by delegates clustered around three main areas: targeted allocations, flexible study patterns and TRAC(T).
Targeted allocations
5.	Delegates discussed in depth the proposal to replace the existing system of premiums with targeted allocations. Some commented that this system could provide an useful mechanism to support important features of HE that would not otherwise be viable. While some raised concerns about the potential volatility of the variable allocations, others welcomed the dynamism that the new system would bring. 
6.	The groups considered whether the individual allocations might be vulnerable to future changes in our policy. More specifically, some questioned how the public interest test would be developed to inform changes to the allocations. A few delegates requested greater clarity in our explanation of the different types of allocations that will be in operation (for example, variable or fixed), while others thought the proposed types were clear and appropriate. Some delegates suggested the need to emphasise that the allocations are intended as a contribution to extra costs, and often will not meet these costs in full. 
7.	There was animated discussion of the case for investing in old and historic buildings through HEFCE teaching funds. It was argued that if old and historic buildings are recognised then there is a case for other high cost buildings to be recognised too. It was also suggested that there were other more appropriate sources of funding for old and historic buildings than HEFCE teaching funds. 
8.	The foundation degree allocation was welcomed – although some suggested that the partnership costs that it supports are incurred in a range of other programmes, and that these should also be recognised (particularly given HEFCE’s commitment to the employer engagement agenda). 
Recognising flexible study patterns 
9.	Delegates engaged in detailed discussion of the proposal to count, for funding purposes, students who complete something other than their initial study intentions. Some delegates suggested that this restored equality to the funding method; others suggested that this proposal would only benefit institutions with a high volume of non-completing students. 
10.	The groups discussed the possibility that this proposal could lead to unintended consequences – for instance, institutions might restructure their curriculum in order to attract funding. It was also suggested that this proposal might remove incentives for institutions to retain students. These issues are discussed in a new FAQ, see paragraph 3). 
11.	A number of delegates commented that, to enable flexible learning, other barriers need to be addressed – these include quality assurance processes and cost. Several others suggested that HEFCE should retain a balanced approach to funding, which supports both new forms of provision and more traditional models. 
12.	Delegates discussed their internal data systems and the robustness of the information that they would be submitting. The fact that the individualised learner record (ILR) system will not allow further education colleges (FECs) to submit the relevant data was noted. While the proxy measure will be adequate in the short term, delegates from FECs emphasised the need to change the ILR as soon as possible to allow more accurate reporting of data. 
13.	A few delegates expressed concerns that we do not yet know the funding implications of this proposal, and requested early notice from us as soon as this information is available. Along similar lines, some delegates welcomed the cap on the extent to which any individual institution might benefit – although others felt that this would work against the intentions behind the proposal. 
Transparent approach to costing teaching (TRAC(T))
14.	Delegates were keen to discuss all aspects of the development of TRAC for teaching. A number of delegates were concerned by the fact that TRAC mainly reports expenditure data (subject to various cost adjustments). It therefore might be argued that TRAC merely reflects institutions’ patterns of spend. On the other hand, many delegates acknowledged that an exercise to understand ‘real costs’ would be extremely challenging, particularly given the wide variety of practice in the sector. Some argued that TRAC(T) is therefore a practical approach to understanding the cost of teaching. Some of these issues are discussed in a new FAQ (see paragraph 3).
15.	Many groups discussed the speed of implementation, and whether the data provided in 2008 would be robust enough to inform the price group weightings. Some delegates felt that it would be useful to introduce TRAC to FECs – others felt that the benefits would not justify the burden. 
16.	A number of institutions suggested that we should ensure that the benchmarking exercise is useful for institutions, and that feedback and dissemination systems are put in place. Some felt that this would be a challenging exercise and that it would be hard to make comparisons between institutions. Others welcomed the fact that no new data will be required, and felt that the benchmarking could produce useful results. 
17.	Delegates also provided comments of a more general nature of the development of TRAC. A number of technical issues were raised, including the allocation of scholarship to teaching, the correct method of time allocation, and the variety of different activities supported by HEFCE teaching funds. These developments will be fed into the ongoing development of TRAC. 
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